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Understanding motivations and constraints for giving to athletic development 
organizations has become increasingly important in the world of college athletics. Furthermore, 
as the growing number of athletic departments continue to increase expenditures as a result of 
the ongoing competitive arms race, it is vital to maximize existing revenue streams and generate 
innovative solutions to increase revenue from untapped donor segments. This study investigates 
current student-athletes at a Division I institution to determine how much this population knows 
about the efforts made by the athletic development organization on campus. Additionally, this 
study will investigate two potential variables, athletic development education and peer influence, 
as possible influencers in increasing current student-athlete’s intention to give post-graduation. 
Findings suggest that many student-athletes are not aware of their athletic development 
organization’s operational efforts. In addition, athletic development education and peer influence 
both emerged as opportunities for practitioners to increase intention to give among the current 
student-athlete population. As a result, development officers should form relationships with 
student-athletes by performing educational outreach to inform them of the benefits they are 
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To date, there have been quite a few research studies that have investigated donor 
motivations and constraints of student-athletes (Billing et al., 1985; Staurowsky, 1996; Verner, 
1998; Mahoney et al., 2003; Gladden et al., 2005; O’Neil & Schenke, 2007; Shapiro et al., 2010; 
Burchette, 2013; Gormley, 2014; Halpin, 2015). However, academic research relating to current 
student-athletes and their intentions to give is virtually non-existent. The purpose of this 
quantitative research study is to determine if educating current student-athletes about the 
importance of giving back will have an impact on their intention to give once they graduate. This 
study will provide development officers with data about what student-athletes know regarding 
development efforts, which might help them form better giving strategies. Additionally, this 
study will examine the role peer influence has on the overall intention of a student-athlete to give 
back to his or her university. Understanding the role peer influence has on current student-
athletes will help fundraisers be more targeted in their approach.  
Student-athletes are the primary beneficiaries of the generous giving done by athletic 
donors. This study plans to analyze education and cultivation strategies used by athletic 
development organizations while student-athletes are on campus. This insight can be useful in 
how athletic departments choose to educate current student-athletes in order to solicit future 
donations after they leave an institution. It can also help reveal why former-student athletes 
choose not to donate to their former athletic programs. Ultimately, this study will provide 
answers to the following research questions: 
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1. How educated are current student-athletes on what their athletic development 
organization does at their institution? 
2. Does providing some background information about the organization impact the 
likelihood to give or join? 
3. What role does peer influence play in the likelihood to give?  
 
This study will be beneficial to collegiate athletic organizations looking to improve 
donations among current and former student-athletes. This study will utilize the pre-existing 
literature to analyze a prominent Division I FBS institution in order to explore the opportunities 
for development practitioners to cultivate and solicit future student-athlete alumni giving. 
Investigating the donor constraint construct would ideally provide new data to assist practitioners 









Annual Giving – The giving of smaller donations (under $10,000) on an annual basis to an 
annual fund. This can establish a strong donor base and a vehicle for building a bond between the 
institution and its interested donors. 
Athletic Development – The organizational subunit that manages the annual fund, solicitation of 
major gifts, prospecting, solicitation, and stewardship on behalf of the Athletic Department.  
Athletic Development Education – Outreach performed by the athletic development 
organization to educate a given population or subject on the organization’s efforts. 
Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) – (Formerly Division I-A, 130 members): The Football Bowl 
Subdivision, which formerly used the postseason bowl system rather than a playoff to determine 
a national champion in football. The FBS now utilizes a four-team playoff to establish its 
national champion. FBS members must comply with higher standards for sports sponsorship (the 
athletics program must offer 16 teams rather than the 14 required of other Division I members), 
football scheduling, and overall financial aid. In addition, FBS members must meet minimum 
attendance standards in football” (Division I, n.d., para. 5, 2018).  











REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Donor Motivation Scales and Empirical Findings 
 
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and member institution athletic 
departments work diligently to provide athletes with unique opportunities both on and off the 
field. Contrary to public perception, and despite the fact the NCAA reported over $1 billion in 
total revenue from 2017 (Berkowitz, 2018), most athletic programs’ external revenues fall 
woefully short of departmental expenses. According to USA Today, 90% of 222 NCAA Division 
I athletic programs at public institutions require institutional financial support to off-set 
departmental expenses (Berkowitz et al., 2013). To meet rising expenses, college and university 
presidents actively seek private contributions to support the educational mission of their 
institutions (Rhoads & Gerking, 2000). Athletic departments are also highly dependent on donor 
giving in order to keep their programs afloat, as this revenue category accounts for 22.7% of 
revenue generated by FBS Power 5 athletic departments and an even higher 25% within the FBS 
non-autonomy schools (Fulks, 2017). Philanthropic giving is increasingly an operational 
necessity in industries like education, medical research, and hundreds of other causes, including 
college athletics. 
Athletic departments are using donations to fund a wide variety of expenses, including 
athlete scholarships, salaries, recruiting budgets, team travel, equipment, and upgraded facilities. 
Rigorous efforts led by university fundraising departments and other boosters has led to an 
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increase in overall athletic contributions since the turn of the century. According to the median 
values reported by Fulks (2017), fundraising is the largest source of total generated revenue for 
Division I Football Bowl Subdivisions (FBS) programs (17.3%), edging out ticket sales (16.9%). 
As this number continues to remain as the top source of generated revenue, it is important to 
study the factors that influence this behavior. 
Billing et al. (1985) produced the first comprehensive study on college athletic donor 
motives through the development of the Athletics Contributions Questionnaire (ACQ). This 
study identified four broad motivations for donors: philanthropic (the opportunity to provide for 
athletic scholarships), social (attendance at games with family and friends), success (importance 
of win-loss records), and benefits (tax deductions associated with donations). This study was the 
first substantial attempt to apply a research framework to questions regarding donor motivations. 
Staurowsky (1996) noted that, despite the lack of previous related research, the Billing study 
made an invaluable contribution to existing research by showing that athletic donor behavior and 
motivation is multidimensional. Despite the lack of theoretical framework utilized, this study 
provided an adequate starting point for donor motivation research. 
A decade later, Staurowsky (1996) extended Billing’s research by modifying the original 
instrument developing a revised edition titled, Athletic Contributions Questionnaire Revised 
Edition I (ACQUIRE-I), which included two additional factors to be examined: curiosity (an 
individual’s inherent interest in an event) and power (an opportunity for an individual or group to 
exert influence and control over others). This study referenced Birch and Veroff’s (1966) 
motivation theory; a model that accounts for significant, recurrent, goal-directed behavior 
through a paradigm of seven major incentive systems. The seven incentive systems include 
sensory, curiosity, affiliative, aggressive, achievement, power, and independence. The results 
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showed that social opportunities, athletic success (later divided into two categories), 
philanthropic opportunities, benefits, and power all emerged as factors that motivate athletic 
donors, whereas curiosity did not emerge as a significant factor (Staurowsky, 1996). 
Shortly after, Verner (1998) developed the Motivation of Athletic Donors (MAD-1) 
scale, an 11-factor study that included motivations from previous literature, but added factors 
such as collaboration, change, and creation. The researchers analyzed how social cognitive 
theory, a paradigm which is used to study human behavior in a variety of contexts, influenced 
donor behavior. In order to study donor behavior from this perspective, Verner (1998) assumed 
that motives for giving are individualized and interact with environmental factors to affect donor 
behavior. The results suggested that, among athletic donors, a strong, central, single motivation 
underlying more particular motivations exists. The research concluded that the reciprocal 
interaction of personal, environmental, and behavioral factors (the basis of social cognitive 
theory) can be used to answer the questions: why donors give, how much they give, and to which 
programs or functions they give (Verner et al., 1998). 
Mahoney et al. (2003) built on previous research and developed a new scale that also 
examined donor motivations. In addition, the researchers examined the effect these constructs 
have on behavioral items such as donor level, donation amount, and season ticket holder status. 
The 33-item, 10-factor scale was produced in the form of a survey and was sent out to donors at 
three different Division I-A (FBS) institutions. According to Mahoney, obtaining priority seating 
for football and men’s basketball games drive donations, whereas success related factors and 
psychological commitment also had positive results, but not as strong. A large portion of the 
fundraising dollars at FBS schools includes seat premiums, which are added costs to ticket prices 
that go towards student-athlete scholarship funds. While Mahoney’s results were not able to 
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predict the exact amount of dollars donated, the study was able to accomplish what the author set 
out to find. The study was able to successfully develop a new scale for measuring donor 
motivations, differentiate the importance of some factors versus others, and found support for the 
theory that donors at different institutions are unique (Mahoney et al., 2003). 
Stinson and Howard (2004) provide two additional theoretical models that discuss giving 
motivations. The first model is the Services-Philanthropic Giving Model (SPG) and the other is 
the Identity-Salience Model (ISM). According to the SPG model, the donor’s intent to give is 
driven through his/her view of the value of services provided by the organization to a cause or 
due to his or her philanthropic connection to the organization. According to the SPG model, 
donors to higher education institutions, including athletic donors, give either in support of the 
services provided by that institution or because of the institution’s need for philanthropic gifts 
(Brady et al., 2002). On the other hand, the ISM, grounded in Identity Theory, suggests that 
donor interests are driven less by economic factors and more by social factors related to identity 
(Halpin, 2015). Their research questions analyzed donor motivations at one institution, which 
yields important implications surrounding donor motivations and institutional cultivation 
strategies. However, like previous literature, due to the relatively small and specific sample size, 
this study lacked overall generalizability. 
In 2005, Gladden et al. conducted a quantitative survey that asked open-ended questions 
pertaining to important reasons why participants donate. This survey was sent out to donors at 
three Division I institutions from different geographical locations (west, midwest, and 
southeast).The results mirrored past research, indicating that the strongest motivational factors 
were: desire to support and improve the athletic program, ticket-oriented benefits (priority 
seating), and helping student-athletes. Values that were more altruistic in nature, such as 
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donating to a good cause, were not found to be among the strongest motivators. One unique 
benefit to this study was that the open-ended platform allowed participants to be more 
descriptive with their answers. This enabled the researchers to make specific suggestions to 
current athletic fundraisers in order to cater to their specific demographic. The study also 
provided an area of improvement for future research, as it found that the importance of various 
motives and differences across institutions suggest each institution may be unique, which 
presents a challenge for future studies to develop the understanding of donor motives at a wider 
variety of schools (Gladden et al., 2005). 
Peer influence is a factor that has been hinted at but not fully researched in fundraising 
within intercollegiate athletics. When Staurowsky et al. (1996) revised the Athletic Contributions 
Questionnaire and created the Athletic Contributions Questionnaire Revised Edition II 
(ACQUIRE II), they measured six factors revealing donor motivations. This study found peer 
influence to be a strong motivator in why people give to athletics. Many donors want to feel a 
part of a team; former student-athletes know the feeling and would most likely be more willing 
to give back if they realized their former teammates were doing the same. Peer groups, like 
former teammates or other athletic alumni with a higher perceived give back rate should, in 
theory, generate more giving from current and former student-athletes. 
Based on other studies reviewed in this section, recurring factors have emerged in the 
literature that have a statistically significant influence on donor motivation. The importance of 
receiving something of value in return for contributions cannot be understated. Whether this 
comes in the form of special benefits (season tickets, prime parking, special events) or high-
profile membership, it is fair to assume that many donors are not giving to athletics for purely 
altruistic reasons, and the donations are more transactional in nature. As this study focuses on the 
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educational outreach effectiveness of development organizations, the new research will be able 
to take pieces of the Stinson and Howard (2004) study and apply it to the subjects’ knowledge of 
the value of services provided.  
While this information is extremely valuable to athletic fundraisers, it still only provides 
practitioners with a partial picture. Further research related to why specific individuals are 
hesitant to donate would help athletic administrators broaden their reach in order to cultivate new 
donors and increase institutional revenue. Additionally, no study has been able to successfully 
measure the impact educational outreach has on donor motivations and intention to give. While 
many of the relevant research has analyzed groups of athletics donors, the researchers have 
operated under the assumption that their subjects have adequate knowledge related to athletic 
fundraising.  
Because such an emphasis has been given to tangible motives for giving to athletics, the 
intangible motives have not attracted equal attention. Motives such as identification and 
emotional attachment with the institution or athletic program should be considered when 
studying athletic donations, especially among current and former student-athletes (Tsiotsou, 
2007). Student-athletes tend to have strong feelings toward an institution, and if this is a strong 
positive feeling, they will be more inclined to support future generations of current student-
athletes financially. Feelings of identification and empathy are also positively related with 
alumni involvement and charitable giving. 
This study will analyze a specific segment of the sports population by investigating 
current student-athletes and the efforts made athletic development organizations during the 
students’ time on campus. Specifically, this study will examine development officers’ 
educational efforts to see if that has an impact on future athletic alumni support. The next section 
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Many studies have researched current donors and the motives that influence charitable 
donations (Gladden, 2005; Staurowsky, 2006; Burchette, 2013; Deal, 2017), but few have 
investigated at non-donors and possible donation constraints. The ability to understand donor 
motivations is extremely valuable. However, understanding motives alone will leave athletic 
departments and practitioners with only half of the picture. 
Early research on purchase constraints was outlined by Lepisto and Hannaford (1980) 
from a marketing perspective. Based on their research, five purchase constraint categories were 
identified: (a) marketing constraints (barriers formed through failure to provide product, price, 
place, and promotion effectively to the consumer), (b) cultural constraints (cultural norms and 
values that influence purchase decisions), (c) social constraints (purchase decisions influenced by 
others such as family and friends), (d) personal constraints (internal forces that affect purchase 
behavior such as fit and importance of having the product), and (e) structural constraints 
(external forces that impede a purchase). Even though these five barriers are broad in nature, 
some similarities can be found between general purchasing constraints and charitable donations. 
When examining both the personal constraints (internal forces) and structural constraints 
(external forces), the decision to make a charitable donation is a spending decision influenced by 
numerous internal and external forces. 
Additionally, the authors determined some constraints are easily controllable, some are 
semi-controllable, and some cannot be controlled at all. It is important athletic fundraisers 
determine which factors are controllable, so they can cater to new donors without wasting time 
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on aspects of the donation process they are not able to control. For example, fundraising 
departments can control how information is distributed and how to educate current and future 
donors. However, they are not able to control the physical distance potential donors live from the 
university. The challenge becomes how to focus on the controllable and semi-controllable factors 
in order to maximize outreach, increased membership, and most importantly, revenue. 
Two studies have focused on exploring donor constraints within the non-profit sector. 
Sargeant, Hilton, and Wymer (2006) identified five barriers donors face: (a) time (or lethargy), 
(b) cost, (c) inconvenience, (d) insensitive marketing (contacted too often or not enough), and (e) 
insufficient funds. Many of these barriers stem from donors being misinformed or under-
informed; something the fundraiser should have control over. Applied to the sport context, both 
Shapiro et al. (2010) and O’Neil (2006) concluded that athletes who feel uninformed or 
disconnected from the program are far less likely to donate. Sargeant et al. (2006) suggests 
improvements to the amount of information and level of communication would positively 
influence the potential donor population. 
A similar study was conducted by Madden (2006) who examined donor motivations and 
constraints in the unique context of the affluent population of Australia. Cost was not an issue for 
this population, but additional barriers were identified. The main constraint factors in this study 
were information issues, the lack of need, and general issues with the non-profit organization. 
Many potential donors did not see a need to give to certain organizations, indicating that 
fundraisers could do a better job of promoting their mission to the general public (Madden, 
2006). Others were not satisfied with the management of particular non-profit organizations, 
highlighting a barrier that fundraisers may face. In order to attract new donors, organizational 
missions must be similar to those of the donors. These studies provided an insight regarding 
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donation constraints in the non-profit sector. Although they were not related to college athletic 
giving, some of the common barriers that were identified (i.e., information, lack of need, 
insensitive marketing) translate to sport-related research conducted by Shapiro and Giannoulakis 
(2009). 
In turning the focus to athletic alumni donor research, Shulman and Bowen (2001) 
compared giving patterns of former student-athletes and the general alumni population. Results 
indicated the general alumni population contributes at a much higher rate than athletic alumni. 
This, in large part, is due to the feelings of animosity from the athletic alumni towards their 
former athletic department. Although athletic alumni donors were more likely to designate their 
financial contribution to athletics instead of academics, only 5% of athletic alumni made 
restricted contributions to athletics (Shulman & Bowen, 2001).  
O’Neil and Schenke further investigated the factors impacting athletic alumni donations, 
as well as their general attitudes and behaviors in relation to charitable contributions. The authors 
developed a model to examine attitudes and giving patterns of former student-athletes and 
concluded many athletic alumni feel they contributed to their alma mater on the field and no 
longer owed the school anything (O’Neil & Schenke, 2007). Additionally, O’Neil (2006) 
reported some athletes feel they have already donated because they were not paid for their 
services, even though the university made money by using their talents. Other athletes speak of 
feeling alienated from the general student body and of being stigmatized for receiving a “free 
ride” (Rhoden, 1997). O’Neil & Schenke (2007) found that universities and colleges may need to 
develop specialized marketing communications programs to mitigate athlete alumni’s 
perceptions of not needing to donate because they competed for their school. These findings 
were valuable because they provide evidence that unique experiences and attitudes may 
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influence donation behaviors for athletic alumni. However, this study only examined the former 
student-athletes that were current donors. It did not include members of the athletic alumni who 
do not give back.   
Building on the literature above, Shapiro and Giannoulakis (2009) conducted the first 
study focused specifically on former student-athlete donor constraints. The qualitative study used 
personal semi-structured interviews during a four-month period to gather results. The 
participants consisted of eleven former student-athletes who were non-donors and selected from 
a diverse background (27-54 years old, competed in Division I-III, six sports represented), in 
order to gain a broad perspective of former athlete donation constraints. Based on the findings, 
“former student-athlete donation constraints” were defined as barriers that influenced a former 
student-athlete to make charitable contributions to their athletic department. Ultimately, four 
donation constraint themes were identified as a result of the qualitative analysis: Importance, 
Connection, Communication/Knowledge, and Experience. Importance refers to former athletes’ 
prioritization of charitable causes. Connection refers to lack of connection between the former 
student-athlete and the institution or athletic departments. Communication pointed to the limited 
amount of interest by athletic department in the lives of student-athletes once they leave the 
institution. Experience relates to the perceptions of athletic alumni about their overall experience 
at the institution, both athletic and academic. 
Following their 2009 qualitative study, Shapiro, Giannoulakis, Drayer, and Wang (2010) 
created the Former Student Athlete Donor Constraint Scale (FSADCS) utilized to investigate 
donor constraints on former student-athlete non-donors. In developing the scale, Shapiro et al. 
(2010) utilized the four barriers found in their 2009 study (Importance, Connection, Knowledge, 
and Experience) that could prevent athlete alumni to give back. The authors utilized this survey 
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with a sample of student-athlete non-donors at a Division I FCS public school on the west coast 
(Shapiro et al., 2010). 
This study found that all four factors were important and further research should be done 
to analyze donor constraints (time, money, information, etc) in order to understand why non-
donors abstain to give financially (Gormley, 2014). Further, Shapiro et al. (2010) suggests 
student-athletes are not informed about the donation process and the importance of donations on 
their team while in school, which hurts the chances of them contributing after graduation. If 
educated about the giving process and how the donations are helping the current student-athletes, 
one possible donor hindrance, coaching transitions, might have less of an impact since the athlete 
alumni understand the need for support to the institution rather than to support a particular coach. 
Providing additional information about the organization’s mission to support current student-
athletes could help mitigate some of the negative connotation surrounding these constraints, 
especially lack of importance, disconnect, and communication issues.  
While positive findings were generated, Shapiro et al. (2010) measured just one sample. 
Due to the unique aspects associated with a student-athlete's experience, their current sample 
may not be representative of a diverse population of former athletes. Since the publication of 
Shapiro et al. (2010), two studies have attempted to produce a more universal survey that could 
be applied to universities across all NCAA divisions. 
First, in 2014, Gormley modified the original survey produced by Shapiro et al. (2010). 
While drawing from the Shapiro et al. (2010) study, many questions focused on the current 
issues donors discuss with development officers. The Gormley (2014) study showed the 




Second, Halpin (2015) used the same survey developed by Shapiro et al. (2010) and 
distributed it to four universities across the three NCAA divisions with the intent to ask five 
specific research questions: (a) Which donor constraints are greatest at each NCAA 
classification? (b) What is the effect on donor constraint of participation in a specific sport? (c) 
Which donor constraints are most prevalent among male and female former student-athletes? (d) 
Which donor constraints are most prevalent among former student-athletes that reside in a 
different state? (e) How does household income correlate with each donor constraint? The results 
of the study demonstrated significant differences among the five donor constraints across NCAA 
as well as sports played. Additional research would provide valuable insight to assist institutions 
in fostering stronger relationships with their former student-athletes, and in turn lead to 
additional donor support.   
Building on this foundation of literature, the current research employs an experimental 
approach to using the findings from this section and applying it to current student-athletes at a 
public Division I FBS institution. Despite student-athletes’ direct affiliation with the athletic 
department, this population has not been successfully cultivated. While the research presented in 
this section provided the general framework that can be applied to current student-athletes, no 
research study has looked directly at the impact of athletic development education and peer 
influence on intention to give among current student-athletes. The student-athlete demographic, 
if targeted correctly, can create a new pool of potential prospects for fundraisers and increase 
annual fund membership support for athletic development organizations. Additionally, creating a 
culture of giving among both current and former student-athletes can be another great selling 
point for front-line fundraisers. The ability to show the support from past student-athletes who 
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have come through the university will allow fundraisers to speak highly of the student-athlete 
experience at one’s institution.  
The constraint ‘knowledge’ is a key variable from Shapiro’s 2010 study that can be 
modified slightly in order to discover how effective athletic development organizations are in 
their educational efforts. Professionals in the industry can benefit greatly from properly 
identifying which variables have the greatest impact on giving. This study will aid development 
officers by identifying how much current student-athletes know about development and 
fundraising. Further, by educating current-student athletes on the importance of private donations 
and outside support, they will likely have a greater intention to donate knowing how and why to 
give back. Finally, peer influence will be measured as another possible variable that can 
influence intention to give among the current student-athlete population. By utilizing the 
literature reviewed from this section, this study will measure the effect of two variables, athletic 
development education and peer influence, by providing data and empirical analysis to help 
















The purpose of this study is to examine student-athlete perceptions about development 
and fundraising, and ultimately, measure their intention to give post-graduation while 
manipulating key variables like athletic development education and peer influence. The 
population of interest is all enrolled undergraduate student-athletes at a single Division I FBS 
public institution in the academic year 2019-2020. IRB approval was obtained before sending out 
the surveys to our population. Student-athlete emails were provided by the university’s Student-
Athlete Development office. Every participant was sent an email with a link containing a survey 
to fill out voluntarily.  
Three different surveys were distributed to the population. To ensure that each survey had 
equal representation from the population, the three groups were evenly divided by sport played 
and year in school. One-third of the population received a survey with no additional information 
regarding the institution’s fundraising efforts and mission. This group served as the “control” 
group. The next group, also one-third of the population, received information at the beginning of 
the survey about the athletic department’s fundraising efforts and athletic fundraising in general. 
The questions provided on this survey aimed to educate the respondents on what it is the 
university’s athletic department does in terms of fundraising for their current student-athletes. 
This group served as the “education” group. The final group received one question at the 
beginning of the study asking them if they were aware of their specific team’s fundraising 
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efforts. By intentionally fabricating the number of former student-athletes who give back, the 
goal was to see if respondents were more likely to donate if they saw a high participation rate 
from former student-athletes, “peers,” in their given sport. This group served as the “peer 
influence” group.  
The email containing the survey link explained the purpose of the study as well as the 
rights of the participant. A follow-up email was sent one week following the initial email in 




This study extends research published by Shapiro, Giannoulakis, Drayer, and Wang 
(2010). Building upon this literary foundation, the current study manipulated the existing survey 
in order to examine current student-athletes at a prominent Division I FBS institution and their 
intention to donate post-graduation. This between-subjects experimental design survey educated 
some of the population by providing additional information regarding their school’s athletic 
development organization. Additionally, the role of peer influence was examined as it relates to 
student-athletes’ intention to give post-graduation. By analyzing the educational efforts made by 
the university’s athletic fundraising organization, the effect on the population’s intention to give 
back was measured. Demographics questions included sport(s) played, gender, ethnicity, year in 
school, family distance from the institution, and pre-existing knowledge of the athletic 
development organization at their institution. 
A total number of 23 questions were generated for the control survey before adding the 
additional questions to the education and peer influence surveys. In order to test the surveys, 
each survey was sent out to a group of current student-athletes at a different Division I FBS 
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institution. This “pilot group” gave feedback and recommendations to help improve the flow of 




By using Shaprio’s (2010) study as a guide, the current study utilized the findings and 
modified the instrument to analyze current student-athletes and their intention to donate post-
graduation. Shaprio’s FSADCS helped identify many constraints within the former student-
athlete demographic. By focusing on the education constraint found in the literature, the surveys 
used many of the same questions developed in Shaipro’s 2010 study, only slightly modifying 
them towards current student-athletes. The control survey contained 23 questions, consisting of 
Likert scale (ranging from 1-5, 1 strongly disagree, 5 strongly agree), sliding scales, multiple 
choice, and drop-down selections to measure intention to give back and prior knowledge of 
athletic development and fundraising. The education survey added eight yes/no questions at the 
beginning of the survey in order to educate the respondent on the efforts made by the university’s 
athletic development organization. After these questions, the education survey mimicked the 
control survey in content. The peer influence survey had 24 total questions, with the one 
question, “Did you know that 75% of former student-athletes in your specific sport at the 
institution give to the athletic development organization?” asked at the beginning of the survey. 
All demographic questions were collected at the end of each survey.  
  
Data Collection and Analysis 
 
 The data was collected via Qualtrics. After the survey was complete and the data was 
collected, the statistical significance was determined by inputting the data into the statistical 
software, SPSS. The quantitative analysis in this study involved both descriptive and inferential 
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statistics. Descriptive statistics included the calculation of means and standard deviations for 
each dependent variable ranging on a five-point Likert Scale from “Strongly Disagree” to 
“Strongly Agree.” A univariate analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) utilized the intention to 
donate as the dependent variable and gender, ethnicity, year in school and whether the 
respondent or a member of his or her family is a member of the institution’s athletic development 














A between-subjects experimental design was conducted to determine if the two factors, 
athletic development education and peer influence, have an impact on the dependent variable, 
current student-athletes’ intention to give post-graduation. The electronic surveys were 
distributed to a total of 731 subjects who were sent a link to participate in one of the three 
surveys. Out of the possible 731 subjects in the population, 143 complete responses were 
received, producing a response rate of 19.56%. All but one sport offered at this institution, men’s 
basketball, was represented in this study. Overall, subjects were mostly female (66%) and 
Caucasian (77%). A list of means, standard deviations, and correlations for the entire group are 
presented in Table 1 below. 50 responses were recorded in the “control” group, 51 responses for 
the “education” group, and 42 for “peer influence.” Demographic data for all three groups were 
relatively similar. Table 2 reflects the descriptive statistics for gender, ethnicity, as well as both 
respondent and family member affiliation with the institution’s athletic development 
organization. 
 
Table 1     
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations     
Variable M SD DV G Eth SY Mem MemFam 
DV_Intention 44.63 31.154 1.000 -0.095 0.139 -0.037 0.138 .217** 
Gender 0.340 0.476 -0.095 1.000 -0.024 0.030 0.041 -0.011 
Ethnicity 0.770 0.423 0.139 -0.024 1.000 -0.078 0.133 0.064 
SchoolYear 2.560 1.185 -0.037 -0.03 -0.078 1.000 -0.124 -0.049 
Member 0.100 0.307 0.138 0.041 0.133 -0.124 1.000 .462** 
MemberFamily 0.230 0.423 .217** -0.011 0.064 -0.049 .462** 1.000 





RQ1. How educated are current student-athletes on what their athletic development 
organization does at their institution? 
 
In order to answer the first research question, respondents were presented with a series of 
survey questions regarding the university’s athletic development organization. Current student-
athletes were asked a series of questions including how many former student-athletes they 
believe give back, how many general alumni (non-student-athletes) give back, how many 
members currently give to support the university’s athletic development organization, and how 
much money the development organization raises, among others. Additionally, to further 
determine prior knowledge participants had regarding the organization, respondents were asked 
if they were a current member of the university’s athletic development organization and if a 
family member was a member of the organization, as well (see Table 2 above).  
According to Shulman and Bowen (2001), only 5% of athletic alumni make restricted 
contributions to athletics, annually. While the university’s athletic development organization 
does not have the percentage of former student-athlete who give back, they believe 5% to be 
Table 2    
Descriptive Statistics by Group   
 Control (N = 50) Education (N = 51) Peer Influence (N = 42) 
Gender    
Male 17 (34%) 21 (41.18%) 11 (26.19%) 
Non-Male 33 (66%) 30 (58.82%) 31 (73.81%) 
Ethnicity     
Caucasian  41 (82.00%) 37 (72.55%) 32 (76.19%) 
Non-Caucasian  9 (18.00%) 14 (27.45%) 10 (23.81%) 
Member of Athletic Development  
Organization - Respondent  
Yes 4 (8.00%) 7 (13.73%) 4 (9.52%) 
No 46 (92.00%) 44 (86.27%) 38 (90.48%) 
Member of Athletic Development  
Organization - Family Member  
Yes 9 (18.00%) 14 (27.45%) 10 (23.81%) 
No 41 (82.00%) 37 (72.55%) 32 (76.19%) 
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accurate. The survey respondents believed this number to be much higher, as the average 
response from all three groups was that 50.52% of former student-athlete give back on an annual 
basis. Additionally, while the number fluctuates from year to year, Shulman and Bowen (2001) 
found that general alumni give back to athletics at a higher rate than former student-athletes. 
However, the survey respondents believe the opposite is true. The results show the overall mean 
percentage of alumni (non-student-athletes) who give back to athletics from the three groups was 
lower than the percentage of former student-athletes who give back, at 42.54%. Table 3 below 
shows the breakdown from each group.  
Furthermore, over 17,000 people donate money to this institution’s athletic development 
organization each year and the respondents believe this number to be much lower, with an 
overall mean score of 12,020.30. The education group does not have their answer included, as 
the information from that question was used as one of the eight educational questions in the 
education group survey. However, when respondents in the education survey were asked, “Did 
you know that this past year (2019) over 17,000 people gave to the university’s athletic 
development organization to support student-athletes?” 60.66% answered, “no.” Table 3 reflects 




Table 3    
Perception of Alumni Giving (Annually)  
 
Control (N = 
50) 
Education (N = 
51) Peer Influence (N = 42) 
S-A's Who Give Back  40.71% 47.84% 63.00% 
Alumni Who Give Back 37.48% 48.08% 42.07% 
Number of Donors Who 
Give Back  11060.04 NONE 12980.56 
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RQ2. Does providing some background information about the organization impact the 
likelihood to give or join? 
 
The second research question compared the education group to the control group. By 
providing additional information about the institution’s athletic development organization in the 
education survey, respondents were educated on what the organization does and how they 
specifically support student-athletes. Eight yes/no questions were asked at the beginning of the 
survey before asking the respondents’ intention to donate post-graduation. By investigating the 
mean difference from the control group to the education group in Table 4, this study showed that 
the likelihood to give is greater for those that received educational information about their 








Student-Athlete Intention to Donate to Athletics Post-Graduation 
 
Table 4    
Intention to Give    
Group N Mean Std. Deviation 
Control 50 33.52 30.45 
Education 51 51.02 30.25 





 Based on the observed differences in mean scores between groups, a decision was made 
to test whether differences were indeed statistically significant. A univariate analysis of 
covariance (ANCOVA) utilizing intention to donate as the dependent variable and gender, 
ethnicity, year in school and whether the respondent or a member of his or her family is a 
member of the institution’s athletic development organization as covariates revealed a 
statistically significant effect of group membership on intention to donate, F(7,135) = 6.063, p 
= .003, with a medium effect size (η = .082) and high power (Power = .879), per Table 5 below. 
None of the covariates were statistically significant at the α = .05 level. Table 6 shows that the 
pairwise comparisons revealed statistically significant differences in intention to donate between 
the education group (p = .003) compared to the control group that received no information. 
 
 
Table 5    
Tests of Between-Subject Effects  
Source 
Mean 





Gender 1113.096 1.291 0.258 0.009 0.204 
Ethnicity 2749.851 3.19 0.076 0.023 0.426 
SchoolYear 125.68 0.146 0.703 0.001 0.067 
RCMember 59.044 0.068 0.794 0.001 0.058 
RCMemberFamily 3083.435 3.577 0.061 0.026 0.467 
Group 5226.5 6.063 0.003 0.082 0.879 




RQ3. What role does peer influence play in the likelihood to give?  
 
The final research question analyzes the peer influence group and how it compares to the 
control group in the study. This group had one additional question, asking respondents if they 
were aware that 75% of former student-athletes from their university and specific sport gave 
back to athletics before asking their intention to donate post-graduation. This number was 
intentionally fabricated for the purpose of measuring current student-athletes’ likelihood to give 
if former student-athletes are perceived to give back to athletics at a high rate. Like the education 
group, this group’s average intention to give post-graduation was much higher than the control 
group (see Table 4 and Figure 1 above).  
Based on the observed differences in mean scores between groups, a decision was made 
to test whether differences were indeed statistically significant. Above, Table 5 shows the results 
of the ANCOVA for this group, as well. Table 7 illustrates that the pairwise comparisons 
revealed statistically significant differences in intention to donate between the peer influence 
group (p = .003) compared to the control group that received no information. Additionally, the 
differences in intention to give between the peer influence group and the education group did not 
yield statistically significant results (p = 0.896). 
Table 6      
Control vs. Education     
     
95% Confidence Interval for 
Differenceb 





Error Sig.b Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Control Education -17.728* 5.928 0.003 -29.453 -6.004 
Based on estimated marginal means  
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.  






Table 7    
Control vs. Peer Influence    
     
95% Confidence Interval for 
Differenceb 
(I) 





Error Sig.b Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Control 
Peer 
Influence -18.539* 6.182 0.003 -30.765 -6.313 
Based on estimated marginal means    
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.  
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons:  











Discussion and Implications 
 
The purpose of this study was to determine the existing knowledge current student-
athletes had regarding their athletic development organization, and if athletic development 
education and peer influence each had a separate impact on current student-athletes’ intention to 
give back to athletics post-graduation. Education was determined by providing information about 
the university’s fundraising efforts at the beginning of the respondent’s survey. In order to 
account for peer influence, respondents in this group were presented with false information that 
was intentionally fabricated regarding each respondents’ specific sport’s donation efforts by 
former “peer” student-athletes. Three separate surveys were distributed at random to 731 current 
student-athletes during the 2019-2020 school year.  
 Based on the results and the low number of current student-athletes and their family 
members who are current members of the institution’s athletic development organization 
(10.48% and 23.08%, respectively), it is reasonable to assume the respondents who took this 
survey did not have great knowledge regarding the institution’s athletic development 
organization. The low membership numbers and minimal athletic development knowledge from 
the survey respondents helped establish a baseline for our experimental groups while also 
indicating the athletic development organization could benefit from spending more time 
educating current student-athletes at their institution.  
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The results indicated a statistically significant difference in intention to give in the 
control group from the other two experimental groups, athletic development education and peer 
influence. These results show us the importance of educating current-student athletes on what it 
is their athletic development organizations do, if they wish to solicit donations from this group in 
the future. Additionally, this study shows the power of peer influence and its ability to influence 
current student-athletes’ willingness to give back. The intention of the peer influence portion of 
this study was not to influence practitioners to fabricate the number former student-athletes who 
donate in order to encourage giving. Rather, it was to show athletic development organizations 
that when former student-athletes give back at a higher rate, they will likely see a rise in 
intention to give among current student-athletes, thus creating a culture of giving at an 
institution. Additionally, once athletic development organizations reach higher levels of former 
student-athlete donor participation, they will be able to market this success to the current student-
athlete population, using peer influence as an education strategy.  
 Many of the donor constraints mentioned in previous literature dealt with issues relating 
to communicating and educating student-athletes on the importance of donating. O’Neil (2006), 
Sargeant et al. (2010), and Shapiro et al. (2010) found many donor constraints stem from donors 
being misinformed or under-informed. Specifically, Shaprio et al. (2010) concluded that athletes 
who feel uninformed or disconnected from the program are far less likely to donate and that 
student-athletes are not informed about the donation process and the importance of donations on 
their team while in school, which hurts the chances of them contributing after graduation. While 
the focus of Shaprio’s study was on the former student-athlete population, current student-
athletes seem to behave in a similar manner. Additionally, it is much more difficult to educate 
and properly communicate with former student-athletes once they leave the institution. Current 
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student-athletes are a more captive audience who spend anywhere from one to six years on 
campus, ripe for educating. Many athletic development organizations let this opportunity slip 
away; waiting to establish a relationship once they graduate. This study has shown that properly 
educating and informing current student-athletes has a significant impact on intention to give. By 
informing student-athletes what donations have provided them and how they can continue to 
provide these benefits for future student-athletes, they are more likely to give back post-
graduation.  
When discussing donor motivations, Stinson and Howard (2004) provided the theoretical 
framework utilized in this study, in the Services-Philanthropic Giving (SPG) Model and the 
Identity Salience Model (ISM). SPG explains that the donor’s intent to give is driven through his 
or her view of the value of services provided by the organization to a cause or due to his or her 
philanthropic connection to the organization. By providing the respondents with information 
about the university’s athletic development organization, the members of the education group 
had a greater intention to give post-graduation than members of the control group, who did not 
receive that information. Based on the results, it is reasonable to suspect that members of the 
education group had a more positive view and greater philanthropic connection to the 
organization due to the information that was provided. On the other hand, the ISM suggests that 
donor interests are driven less by economic factors and more by social factors related to identity. 
When respondents in the peer influence group were told that 75% of former student-athletes in 
their sport give to athletics, they were more likely to give back than those who didn’t receive that 
information. Based on this result, it is reasonable to assume that this had a positive impact on this 
group’s intention to give in the future due to their identity as student-athlete in that sport.  
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  Many universities are hesitant when reaching out to current student-athletes about giving 
back, and rightfully so. In studying former student-athletes’ giving patterns, O’Neil (2006) 
reported some athletes feel they have already donated because they were not paid for their 
services, even though the university made money by using their talents. Current student-athletes 
could very well be feeling something similar, so it would be best to stray away from soliciting 
current student-athletes while they are on campus. However, development officers can build 
relationships with current student-athletes that can be more informative about the opportunities 
provided and everything the organization is doing to support the student-athletes. Additionally, 
development officers should spend time educating the current student-athletes on the benefits 
they receive due to the financial contributions made by donors. Development organizations can 
be more specific about what all the donors provide as it relates to their scholarships, facilities, 
coaches’ salaries, travel, uniform expenses, etc. Framing the discussion in an educational and 
informational manner, rather than telling student-athletes the need to donate, could prove to be a 
more effective strategy in the long run. 
A popular university function is an annual scholarship dinner where student-athletes can 
meet the donors. One of the main goals of these events are to educate the student-athletes on all 
that is involved with these significant donations. While this might provide a good opportunity for 
student-athletes to learn from those financially responsible for their athletic and educational 
opportunities, it does not fully encapsulate all the athletic development organization does to 
support them. Additionally, it can further add to the stigma that only wealthy - and 
predominantly white - males give to support athletics. As the study showed, many of these 
student-athletes are still unaware of the what the athletic development organization does outside 
of these events. Universities would benefit from more educational events throughout the year in 
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order to inform the student-athletes on what exactly the organization does. Staff members can 
attend practices to develop relationships with coaches and teams while providing information 
about the organization and how they can get involved while they are on campus, as well as those 
who currently support them. By developing these relationships, it will feel more organic when 
trying to solicit donations from student-athletes after they graduate. Additionally, the student-
athletes will be more educated about the mission of the development organization and what they 
can do to help. By creating a mutually symbiotic relationship with the university and the student-
athlete, this will create a culture of giving, which will likely lead future generations to give, as 
well. It is imperative to begin this relationship while the student-athlete is still at the university. 
Not only because they are on campus and easily accessible, but if development officers wait to 
start this relationship once the student-athlete graduates, it will be more difficult for the student-
athlete to get invested. Prior literature has shown most student-athletes will feel that the 
organization is trying to reach out for money, and not trying to provide for future generations of 
student-athletes.  
O’Neil & Schenke (2007) found that universities and colleges may need to develop 
specialized marketing communications programs to mitigate athlete alumni’s perceptions of not 
needing to donate because they competed for their school. While O’Neil & Schenke focused on 
former student-athletes, the same can be said about current student-athletes regarding specialized 
marketing strategies. Current student-athletes should not be receiving the same information as 
the rest of the student body, former student-athletes, or the general donor population because 
they are the individuals who are directly benefiting from athletic-related donations. Donation 
strategies to current student-athletes need to be less aggressive about donating now and more 
informative about what the organization does and can do to support them.  
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All three experimental groups believed that former student-athletes give back at a much 
higher rate than the 5% that has been reported. However, the peer influence group reported and 
average response of 63%, much higher than both the control and education groups (40.71% and 
47.84%, respectively). This is interesting to note, because while this study did not measure the 
perceptions current-student athletes have about former student-athlete giving, the peer influence 
group was led to believe that giving back after graduation is somewhat expected. Coupling this 
with the fact that this group had the highest reported overall mean score in intention to donate, 
one cannot underestimate the power that peer influence has on intention to give.  
One of the main focuses an athletic development organization has is to create strong 
relationships with its donors and other potential supporters. By conducting educational outreach 
to current student-athletes, a relationship can begin to form while they are still on campus. 
Having formed this relationship, it should be easier for a development officer to promote giving 
among the former student-athlete population once this group graduates. Many of these recent 
graduates will likely want to stay involved and connected with their former teammates and 
coaches, especially if the development officer was successful in properly educating the student-
athletes on the needs of the organization. One of the four donor constraints discovered by 
Shaprio et al. (2010) is connection, which has to do with the lack of connection between former 
student-athlete and the institution of athletic department. By creating a sense of belonging with 
the recent graduates, there is a strong possibility that development organizations can utilize their 
relationship to solicit donations earlier than before, and in turn, enhance intention to give among 
the current student-athletes through peer influence. Staurowsky et al. (1996) found peer influence 
to be a strong motivator in why people give to athletics. Peer influence may take some time, but, 
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as this study has shown, it has the ability to increase a current student-athlete’s intention to give 
post-graduation.  
The results have shown there to be a connection between educational outreach and 
intention to give, as well as the role peer influence can play in intention to give. The perfect 
educational opportunity would be inviting former student-athletes to come back and speak with 
teams about all the development organization has done for them. None of this is possible without 
a positive relationship between the athletic development organization and the student-athletes. 
This relationship can – and should – begin with education. By educating student-athletes and 
growing these relationships, the opportunities for increased donations, and ultimately revenue, 
this group can provide are endless.  
 
Limitations and Future Research 
 
This study is the first of its kind to examine current student-athletes and intention to 
donate. While drawing from past literature that analyzed former student-athletes and donor 
behavior, this experimental study produced positive results that will need to be further explored. 
Perhaps the biggest limitation was that this study only measured “intent to give” rather than 
actual giving behavior. The results suggest that there is a connection between educating current 
student-athletes and intention to give, but much more can be done to follow-up. Future research 
can use the same variables, athletic development education and peer influence, and analyze how 
they impact giving behavior. A future study can duplicate the methods at a different institution in 
a different conference or among different NCAA classifications. Or, one can take a comparative 
analysis approach to see if the education levels differ across multiple institutions, geographic 
regions, or NCAA classifications. Future research could also investigate intention to give versus 
the actual outcome. If a researcher has the time to collect data over a five-year period, this study 
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could examine the intention to donate and see if this would result in an increase in future 
donations.  
Like Shapiro et al. (2010) and Halpin (2015), due to the relatively small and specific 
sample size, this study may lack overall generalizability. Since this was an experimental study 
that only examined one Division I FBS institution on the east coast of the United States, 
additional research can be done to broaden the scope of these results. While the results show that 
athletic development education and peer influence can both impact intention to give back, the 
scope of these results cannot and should not be applied to all institutions. Additional questions 
can be asked that are less specific to one institution and their fundraising efforts. Mahoney et al. 
(2003) and Gladden et al. (2005) examined subjects from three different Division I FBS 
institutions, with Gladden selecting institutions from thee different geographic locations (west, 
midwest, and southeast). Bruchette (2013) examined factors that influenced donor motivations 
across each of the three NCAA Division I classifications. Each of these research methods could 
be implemented to improve the overall generalizability in future studies. 
Another approach would be to ask questions to current student-athletes about what they 
believe donor motivations are. The researcher can gauge their education levels by asking them 
what they believe the strongest motivators and biggest constraints are for an entire donor base, or 
the student-athlete population. This study could provide development organizations with the 
materials they would need to better educate their current student-athletes.  
While there are many ways to educate respondents, one approach would be to have more 
open-ended responses to let the student-athletes tell the research team what they know. By 
collecting responses in this way, respondents could feel more inclined to voice their opinion and 
more important if an institution listens to the feedback from the study.  
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Sargeant et al. (2006) suggested improvements to the amount of information and level of 
communication, which would positively influence the potential donor population. While our 
study did not aim to find the amount of information and level of communication, it did determine 
that more can be done to better educate student-athletes while they are on campus. The amount 
of information and level of communication is something that can be explored in future studies.  
 Regarding peer influence, this study wanted to determine if former student-athlete giving 
played a role in current student-athletes intention to give back. Theoretically, if an institution can 
create a culture of giving among former student-athletes, it will be easier to educate the current 
student-athletes on the importance of giving back to the athletic program. Development 
organizations will only strengthen their resources by fostering positive relationships with former 
student-athletes who are more willing to give back. This study only asked one question on peer 
influence, which leaves future researchers with freedom to be creative in how they want to 
measure a peer influence component. Future studies could investigate both current and former 
student-athletes, and by asking this same question, they can compare the groups to see if the 
perceived high donation rate would result in a higher intention to give from the current student-
athlete or the former student-athlete.  
 Additionally, if the development organization knows how many former student-athletes 
give back, they can use the real numbers to see if that has any impact on intention to give. A 
researcher could also use high-ball numbers with one group and low-ball numbers with another. 
Half of the population could receive inflated numbers, where the other half receives deflated 
numbers in order to see if that has any impact on respondents’ intention to give. Additional 
research into this donor segment would help administrators and development officers understand 





 Ultimately, no study has been able to successfully measure the impact educational 
outreach or peer influence has on donor motivations and intention to give. While this study 
hopefully lays the groundwork for future research, it does not paint the entire picture. Future 
research will be needed to determine if educational outreach and peer influence are components 
that leads to athletic donations.  
The possibilities for further research are extensive, which indicates the amount of 
information that can be analyzed regarding athletic development education and peer influence 
only grazes the surface. Using an experimental design leaves room for future researchers to 
expand upon the literature provided. By using three different surveys to analyze athletic 
development education and peer influence, this study aimed to give administrators and 
development officers information on how they can better cater to this donor segment, and 
ultimately, increase revenue. While this study examined one Division I FBS institution, the 
results show the importance of athletic development education and peer influence and the role 
each can play on current student-athletes’ intention to give back. Development officers should 
develop strategies to be more involved and engaged with this population while they are on 
campus. By educating current student-athletes about the efforts an athletic development 
organization makes while they are on campus can lead to an enhanced culture of giving, 
ultimately producing more donations and a higher participation rate among student-athlete 
alumni. When an institution has a higher number of former student-athletes participating in 
giving back, this study has shown that current student-athletes will then be more likely to give 
back. This repetition of education and peer influence can lead to a sustained culture of giving at 
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an institution, which will lead to more gifts over a longer period, producing more much-needed 
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